Grand Jury

County of Monterey

P.O. Box 414
Salinas, CA 93902
(831) 755-5020
DATE: May 25, 2004
TO: California State Archivist, 1020 “O" Street, Sacramento, CA 95814
Lisa Galdos, Clerk of the Superior Court of Monterey County
FROM: Asa Wilson, Court Administrative Aide to the Grand Jury
RE: 2003 Monterey County Civil Grand Jury Responses

Enclosed please find a complete set of Responses to the 2003 Monterey County
Civil Grand Jury Final Report. This is in accordance with Penal Code section 933(b).

If you have any questions, please call me at 831.755.5020. Thank you.
Jaw
Enclosures

cc.  Terrance Duncan, Presiding Judge of the Monterey County Superior Court
Maria Garcia, Deputy Court Executive Officer
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The Honorable Terrance R. Duncan
Presiding Judge of the Superior Court
Monterey County

North Wing, Room 318, 240 Church Street
Salinas, Calif. 93901

Judge Duncan:

This response is in reference to the findings and recommendations of the 2003 Monterey County
Civil Grand Jury’s Final Report. The Grand Jury’s Report listed four Findings and two
Recommendations for the Monterey County Sheriff’s Office. Only the first two Findings require a
response.

Finding #1: The jail is overcrowded.

The Sheriff’s Office agrees with this finding. The Board of Corrections rated the jail for 813
inmates. The inmates count was 1142 on 2-5-04. The average daily population for the year 2003
was 1040 inmates. Though the jail presently has 1335 available beds the different classifications of
inmates makes it very difficult to safely house that number. The number four finding of the Grand
Jury Report states: “Despite the Jail overcrowding, budget constraints, and the reduced
complement of correctional officers (Deputy Sheriff’s), the Jail is being managed adequately.”

Finding #2: The high cost of housing in Monterey County contributes substantially to the
Department staffing problems. Recruiting is adversely effected. When presently employed
Department personnel have difficulty in finding adequate housing for themselves and their
families in Monterey County, they tend to seek new employment in departments where pay is
higher or in locations with lower housing costs. Staff turnover and shortages contribute to
other Departmental management problems.”

The Sheriff’s Office agrees with this finding. With the present budget constraints there is no funding
available to address this issue.

l Mike Kanalakis, Sheritt - Coroner - Public Administrator's Oftice
(831) 755-3700 1414 Natividad Road, Salinas, CA 93906 www.co.monterey.ca.us/sheriff
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The Grand Jury’s Recommendations are as follows:

Recommendation #1: A supplementary housing allowance program, similar in concept to the
City of Seaside’s program for its law enforcement employees, should be investigated
cooperatively by the Sheriff’s Department staff and the County Administrative Officer’s staff.
The results of this joint investigation should be presented to the Monterey County Board of
Supervisors as part of an “affordable housing” plan to insure recruitment and retention of
critical County employees.

The Sheriff’s Office understands that this recommendation will not be implemented because there is
no funding available. This is also one of my recommendations in my ten-year Strategic Plan. I
support this recommendation but with the lack of funding in both the Sheriff’s Office and the County
Administrators Office budgets, this recommendation is not feasible at this time.

Recommendation #2: A prisoner overcrowding relief program should be developed
cooperatively by the Sheriff’s Department staff and the County Administrative Officer’s staff
and presented to the Monterey County Board of Supervisors for funding in the next budget.

The Sheriff’s Office has not yet implemented this recommendation, but it will be implemented in the
Sfuture. The Sheriff’s Office is working collectively with the Criminal Justice Partners Committee to
put together such a program. In addition the Sheriff’s Office is also developing an inmate release
program as part of their fiscal year 04/05 budget proposal to the Board of Supervisors. This
program would involve several different release options including:

o Penal Code Section 4018.6, which is a three-day early release program that can be
implemented by the Sheriff

e Section 4024.1 PC, an accelerated release that allows inmates to be released as much as
thirty-days early, but requires authorization by the Presiding Judge

o Section 853.6 PC that authorizes the O.R. (Own Recognizance) release of most
misdemeanor arrests

o Section 3074 PC governing the County’s Sheriff Parole Program that guides and authorizes
the supervised release of sentenced inmates.

Other than the O.R. option all of these sections allow only the release of sentenced inmates. An
additional alternative would be the O.R. release of “lightweight” felony inmates. Arrest charges
that would quality as “lightweight” include, but are not limited to, the following:

Petty theft with a prior 666/484 PC,
Battery on a peace officer 243(B) PC
Threats of Violence 422 PC
Burglary 459 PC
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e Carrying a concealed weapon 12025(4)(1) PC
e Several controlled substances charges
e Driving Under the Influence with up to three prior convictions, etc.

The Office of the Sheriff looks forward to the opportunity to continue to work with the County
Administrative Office to further satisfy and meet the 2003 Monterey County Civil Grand Jury’s
Final Report’s Findings and Recommendations. If any further information is needed please feel
free to contact me at 755-3751.

Sincerely,

Mike Kanalakis
Sheriff-Coroner
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February 25, 2004

The Honorable Terrance R. Duncan
Presiding Judge of the Superior Court
Monterey County

North Wing, Room 318, 240 Church Street
Salinas, CA 93901

Dear Judge Duncan:
Attached are the responses of our governing body, the Monterey County Board of Supervisors. to the
findings and recommendations in the Monterey County Civil Grand Jury’s 2003 Final Report dated

January 2, 2004 as required by Sections 933 and 933.05 of the California Penal Code.

Response to the findings and recommendations in Section 12, Workforce Investment Board, will be filed
under separate cover.

The Monterey County Board of Supervisors approved the attached responses on February 24, 2004.

Louis Calcagno
Chair, Monterey County Board of Supervisors

LC/ad

Attachment: Response to Findings & Recommendations
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MONTEREY COUNTY SHERIFE’S DEPARTMENT

FINDING #1: The Jail is overcrowded.

RESPONSE: Agree. The Board of Corrections rated the jail for 813 inmates. The inmate count was
1142 on 2-5-04. The average daily population for the year 2003 was 1040 inmates. Though the jail
presently has 1335 available beds the different classifications of inmates makes it very difficult to safely
house that number. The number four finding of the Grand Jury Report states: “Despite the Jail
overcrowding, budget constraints, and the reduced complement of correctional officers (Deputy
Sheriff’s), the Jail is being managed adequately.”

FINDING #2: The high cost of housing in Monterey County contributes substantially to the
Department staffing problems. Recruiting is adversely effected. When presently employed Department
personnel have difficulty in finding adequate housing for themselves and their families in Monterey
County, they tend to seek new employment in departments where pay is higher or in locations with
lower housing costs. Staff turnover and shortages contribute to other Departmental management
problems.

RESPONSE: Agree. With the present budget constraints there is no funding available to address this
issue.



Response to 2003 Grand Jury Report
February 24, 2004
Page 3

GRAND JURY FINAL REPORT TITLED: Monterey County Sheriff’s Department
RESPONSE TO RECOMMENDATIONS by: Sheriff’s Department (Monterey County Board of

Supervisors)
[As required by Section 933.05(b) California Penal Code]

RECOMMENDATION #1: A supplementary housing allowance program, similar in concept to the
City of Seaside’s program for its law enforcement employees, should be investigated cooperatively by
the Sheriff’s Department staff and the County Administrative Officer’s staff. The results of this joint
investigation should be presented to the Monterey County Board of Supervisors as part of an “affordable
housing” plan to insure recruitment and retention of critical County employees.

RESPONSE: The Sheriff’s Office understands that this recommendation will not be implemented
because there is no funding available. This recommendation is included in the Sheriff’s Office ten-year
Strategic Plan. This recommendation is supported but with the lack of funding in both the Sheriff’s
Office and the County Administrators Office budgets, this recommendation is not feasible at this time.

RECOMMENTATION #2: A prisoner overcrowding relief program should be developed
cooperatively by the Sheriff’s Department staff and the County Administrative Officer’s staff and
presented to the Monterey County Board of Supervisors for funding in the next budget.

RESPONSE: The Sheriff’s Office has not vet implemented this recommendation, but it will be
implemented in the future. The Sheriff’s Office is working collectively with the Criminal Justice
Partners Committee to put together such a program. In addition the Sheriff’s Office is also developing
an inmate release program as part of their fiscal year 04/05 budget proposal to the Board of Supervisors.
This program would involve several different release options including:

e Penal Code Section 4018.6, which is a three-day early release program that can be implemented
by the Sheriff '

e Section 4024.1 PC, an accelerated release that allows inmates to be released as much as thirty-
days early, but requires authorization by the Presiding Judge

e Section 853.6 PC that authorizes the O.R. (Own Recognizance) release of most misdemeanor
arrests

e Section 3074 PC governing the County’s Sheriff Parole Program that guides and authorizes the
supervised release of sentenced inmates.

Other than the O.R. option all of these sections allow only the release of sentenced inmates. An
additional alternative would be the O.R. release of “lightweight” felony inmates. Arrest charges that
would qualify as “lightweight” include, but are not limited to, the following:
o Petty theft with a prior 666/484 PC
Battery on a peace officer 243(B) PC
Threats of Violence 422 PC
Burglary 459 PC
Carrying a concealed weapon 12025(A)(1) PC
Several controlled substances charges
Driving Under the Influence with up to three prior convictions, etc.
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MONTEREY COUNTY PLANNING AND BUILDING INSPECTION DEPARTMENT

FINDING #1: Reorganization changes have been implemented and are having positive effects:
(a) The establishment of two Management Specialist positions to oversee the implementation of the changes
in Department process was instrumental in the speed with which the reorganization was accomplished.

RESPONSE: Agree. Both positions may be eliminated due to budget decrease.

FINDING #1 (b): The Planning and Building Inspection Department has established specific policies in
the customer service area, i.e., customer calls are to be returned within 24 hours, customer service goals in
the permit center include a maximum 15-minute wait and 20 minutes to process a building permit
application. An Ombudsman position was established in December 2002, and most recently, a Citizen
Complaint process that provides timely follow-up with the complaint.

RESPONSE: Agree.

FINDING #1 (¢): Significant improvement in data management has been realized by implementing
department-wide access to four new software programs (Permit Plus, Advantage, Questys and Arc-IMS.)
Another program, Velocity Hall (on-line permits), has been implemented for 20 types of Permits
(website:http://www.co.monterey.ca.us/pbi).

RESPONSE: Agree.

FINDING #1 (d): By creating a Personnel Analyst position, the approved position vacancy rate has
dropped from 29% to 13%.

RESPONSE: Agree. The position has been eliminated as paﬁ of the budget reduction since the position is
no longer essential due to very limited hiring during the hiring freeze.

FINDING #1 (e): Building inspectors are now providing next day inspections for 98% of inspection
requests. They conduct inspections of 95% of all reports of building code violations by the end of the next
day.

RESPONSE: Agree. As Inspectors take on the burden of plan checking to help meet decreased budget
goals inspection turn around time may increase.

FINDING #2: The Planning and Building Inspection Department has established a communication
process to insure consistency of policy interpretation by both management and staff through weekly
meetings that include training and presentations by specialists on technical issues, and updating the staff
website regularly with any newly adopted policies or procedures.

RESPONSE: Agree.
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Continued ... MONTEREY COUNTY PLANNING AND BUILDING INSPECTION
DEPARTMENT

FINDING #3: The Planning and Building Inspection Department has developed a plan titled
“Preliminary Goals / Initiatives FY 2003/2004” for continued improvement, yet it lacks the specific
milestones and accountability to insure that improvements will be achieved and changes will be
sustainable.

RESPONSE: Agree. The milestones have been added and attached as a response to the Grand Jury
Recommendations.

FINDING #4: A Citizen Complaint Policy was inaugurated in June 2003. Complaints regarding an
employee’s demeanor or departmental procedure can be made in writing using a complaint form or may
be made orally by phone. Complaints received are entered and tracked using software designed for that

purpose.
RESPONSE: Agree.

FINDING #5: In reviewing complaints received this year the Grand Jury found that there were acts and
omissions made by both sides, which inhibited effective communication and resolution of the problems.

RESPONSE: Agree. The Planning and Building Inspection Department is working to assist the
applicant to better respond to our requests and have staff more clearly explain the requirements.

FINDING #6: Some high profile complaints, which are referred to the Department by the Board of
Supervisors or the County Administrative Officer (CAO), are assigned to an Ombudsperson. These
matters generally require interdepartmental consultation, or involve departmental policy/process
breakdowns. :

RESPONSE: Agree. The Ombudsman position has been eliminated. The Director and Assistant
Directors now handle the tasks.
FINDING #7: The Zucker Interim Report recommendations for a c'ross-training program and creation

of a Combined Inspector classification have not been implemented.

RESPONSE: Partially agree. See response to Recommendation #4.
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GRAND JURY FINAL REPORT TITLED: Monterey County Planning and Building Inspection

Department

RESPONSE TO RECOMMENDATIONS by: Planning and Building Inspection Department
(Monterey County Board of Supervisors)

[As required by Section 933.05(b) California Penal Code]

RECOMMENDATION #1: The Planning Department should add target dates with milestones and
accountability to the “Preliminary Goals/Initiatives FY 2003/2004” plan to improve service. The Board
of Supervisors, as well as the County Administrative Officer, should review the progress and timeliness
achieved under the plan.

RESPONSE: Agree. The recommendation has been implemented. See attached document
“Preliminary Goals/Initiatives FY 2003/2004” and the additional reports that monitor the productivity of
the department. (ATTACHMENT A)

RECOMMENDATION #2: The County Administrative Officer, as well as the Board of Supervisors,
should consider some budget actions, other than the across the board reduction approach currently in
use, to insure that continued and sustainable timely improvements are made in this department.

RESPONSE: Partially agree. The Board of Supervisors will set priorities but public safety and health
are likely to be a higher priority. Efforts will be made to retain improvements to the degree possible.
The Planning and Building Inspection Department is being reduced to one permit center and reorganized
to become more efficient while introducing permit process change to simplify the process to allow a
smaller department to continue to serve the public at an acceptable service level.

RECOMMENDATION #3: The Citizen Complaint Policy of the Planning Department (June 2, 2003)
is too new for this Grand Jury to evaluate. The CAO’s staff should make an initial year evaluation
report on the Citizen Complaint Policy to the BOS by July 1, 2004,

RESPONSE: Agree. The report will be made by July 1, 2004.

RECOMMENDATION #4: The Zucker Report recommended changes to the Building Inspection
Department to address what they described as a need for a cross-training program. See discussion in
Finding 7 above. This change package is currently with the County Administrator’s Office, and it
should be implemented and funded promptly.

RESPONSE: Disagree. In January 2003, the Planning and Building Inspection Department hired
Assistant Director/Chief Building Official Brian Washko. Based on Mr. Washko's review and
recommendation, the Planning and Building Inspection Department elected not to move forward with
the recommended "Combined Inspector" program.
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COUNTY BUDGET DEVELOPMENT PROCESS

FINDING #1: The computer program for budget and financial reporting in the Auditor-Controller’s
Department is inadequate for that Department’s responsibilities. Completion of an upgrade of software
and hardware is not scheduled until August of 2005.

RESPONSE: Agree. Budget development at the County is supported by two separate systems: (1)
County’s core financial system (AFIN), from American Management Systems (AMS), and (2) County
developed custom software. The two systems are poorly integrated, collectively do not have the features
to support performance budgeting, and grant and capital project budgeting, and are poorly integrated
with other County systems such as the payroll system, whose data base includes position data required
for budget development.

The replacement of these two systems was targeted for August 2005. The target replacement date was
driven by two major factors: (1) support for the core financial system vendor, AMS, was scheduled to
end due to the obsolescence of the software used by the County, and (2) the scheduled completion of a
county-wide HR/Payroll replacement project.

County budget issues have forced the postponement of the replacement projects for the County’s payroll
system, core financial system, and County developed custom software associated with budget
development. County budget issues necessitate the following immediate actions for these mission
critical systems: (1) continued license and support of the existing payroll system, (2) continued license
and support of the existing core financial system and County developed custom software, and (3)
County evaluation of alternatives to replace, or outsource these systems.

FINDING #2: Monthly budget reports comparing budget to revenues and expenditures are
cumbersome and difficult to interpret.

RESPONSE: Partially agree. Two factors can contribute to the interpretation difficulties: (1) the report
layout and (2) system features. The report layout is part of the delivered software. The report layout
can be modified, but significant improvements are not achievable. The system features that support
budget development and tracking budget versus actual expenditures / revenues can constrain reporting
of budget development and budget tracking. Interpretation difficulties attributable to system features
cannot be addressed until the systems are replaced.

FINDING #3: Budget réports are reviewed for accountability differences (variations from planned
spending) monthly in the County Administrator’s Office, and a report is prepared quarterly for review
by the Board of Supervisors.

RESPONSE: Agree.
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Continued ... County Budget Development Process

FINDING #4: Some Departments are developing performance objectives and goals and including this
information in their budgets. This procedure develops the information necessary to determine efficiency
and effectiveness of the operations of the Department, including cost areas.

RESPONSE: Partially agree. Performance goals and objectives couldn’t be defined within the
Department’s current systems. Therefore, performance measurements, to the degree they are calculated
and reported by departments, are performed outside the Department’s existing systems. This implies
that other “shadow” systems are used to define, capture actual amounts and calculate these performance
measures. ;

FINDING #5: Overall, the 2003-2004 budget was comprehensive, informative and readable.

RESPONSE: Agree.
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GRAND JURY FINAL REPORT TITLED: County Budget Development Process

RESPONSE TO RECOMMENDATIONS by: Auditor-Controller (Monterey County Board of
Supervisors

|As required by Section 933.05(b) California Penal Code]

RECOMMENDATION #1: Funds must be allocated to accelerate the installation of more up-to-date
computer programs for the accounting and budget reporting programs in the Auditor-Controller’s
Department.

RESPONSE: Partially agree. The County’s core financial system and County developed, custom
software associated with budget development need replacement. The County’s core financial system
vendor, American Management Systems (AMS), has announced plans to suspend support in July 2003,
for the County’s current system due to product obsolescence.

The new software needs to provide the County with the features necessary for adequate financial
reporting and control. The new software forms the underlying foundation for effective and efficient
business processes necessary to transform the current, manually intensive business processes. Finally,
the new software must form the foundation to extend the County’s business processes to the Internet,
and improve citizen, vendor and employee interaction with the County.

The County Counsel is currently reviewing legal action to force continued maintenance of these
systems. No funds have yet been allocated for replacements.

RECOMMENDATION #2: The County’s fiscal year begins July 1. The County should revisit the target
completion date for the installation of new software and hardware with the goal of moving the target date to
May 2005 or sooner rather than August 2005.

RESPONSE: Disagree. Due to the County’s budget issues, replacement projects, rather than
accelerating, will be postponed. The Auditor-Controller has formed a committee of department heads to
examine all the options associated with the replacement of the County’s payroll, core financial and
custom budget software. The County’s due diligence will include a cost / benefit analysis of each
alternative and the service levels / risks associated with each alternative. Each alternative will include
any changes in required County resource levels.
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COUNTY AUDIT OF FINANCIAL SYSTEMS

FINDING #1: The County audited Financial Reports for the year ended June 30, 2002, complied with
the new GASB-34 accounting standards.

RESPONSE: Agree. The County of Monterey distributed GASB 34 compliant statements for the first
time, for the year ended June 30, 2002. Proforma GASB 34 compliant statements were prepared for
internal use, for the year ended June 30, 2001, but not distributed. The year ended June 30, 2001 also
saw the County of Monterey prepare it’s first Comprehensive Annual Financial Report containing a
substantial amount of additional information beyond the financial reports previously issued by the
County.

FINDING #2: While the final CPA Audit Report was issued March 13, 2003, due to the need for
additional information from Natividad, the corrected audited Financial Statements for the County was
not available until April 15, 2003. '

RESPONSE: Agree. Changing conditions at the hospital required additional disclosure and revisions
by the outside auditors to the original report issued March 13, 2003.

FINDING #3: The statistical information added by the County to the Financial Statements did not
always agree with the audited statements. Upon request, responsible officials did provide logical
explanations for these differences.

RESPONSE: Agree. Several changes to the original financial statements issued by the outside auditors
were not made to the statistical information section of the revised financial statements.

FINDING #4: This was an unusual year with drastic reductions in revenue and other problems that
diverted the attention of many of those involved in administration.

RESPONSE: Agree. The difficult situation faced by public hospitals and local government in the State
of California has caused many complications in preparing the annual Comprehensive Financial Report.

FINDING #5: To produce and organize the financial and budget data essential to the performance of its
Department responsibilities, the Auditor-Controller’s Department is dependent on obsolete software
systems, which are inadequate for the requirements. The upgrade of the current system’s hardware and
software is not scheduled for completion until August 2005.

RESPONSE: Agree. As of the time of the Grand Jury’s review this was accurate. Currently, however,
the belief is that the upgrade will not be completed by August 2005.

FINDING #6: Natividad is audited as a separate entity. However, it currently is under the complete
financial supervision of the Board of Supervisors.

RESPONSE: Agree. NMC is an enterprise fund and is thus subject to different accounting rules and
methods than the rest of Monterey County.
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GRAND JURY FINAL REPORT TITLED: County Audit of Financial Systems
RESPONSE TO RECOMMENDATIONS by: Auditor-Controller (Monterey County Board of

Supervisors)
|As required by Section 933.05(b) California Penal Code]

RECOMMENDATION #1: A definite date should be established for the audited Financial Statements
report to be available, no later than the middle of November for a fiscal year ending on June 30, sooner
if possible.

RESPONSE: Disagree. Fieldwork for the County’s outside audit is done the second week of October
(the earliest field work date of any of the counties done by the County’s outside auditors). Draft
statements are available in early November and it takes about 30 days to review, revise and prepare the
County’s MD&A, Transmittal Letter and Statistical information. The County’s current goal is to have
final statements ready to be printed in early December and final statements ready for distribution
available by December 31st. The Government Finance Officers Association (the reviewer of
Government Finance Statements) believes statements should be available by December 31% for years
ending June 30™. While circumstances outside the Auditor Controller’s control have prevented this
from occurring the last two years, having statements distributed by December 31 5 is a reasonable
expectation.

RECOMMENDATION #2: Authors of Monterey County Financial Reports should prepare statistical
information needed ahead of time and footnote or add additional explanation as needed. While the final
CPA audit report was issued March 18, 2003, due to the need for additional needed information from
Natividad, the corrected audited financial statements for the County were not available until April 15,
2003.

RESPONSE: Agreed, this is already done every year. The only problem with doing the statistical
information ahead of time can be found in Finding #3, that is the information changes up till the final
statements are issued. Upon completion of the outside audit report it takes several weeks for us to
receive, review, add the remainder of the report and have them printed by Graphics. Last year covers
had to be reprinted because of the revision adding time to the process.

RECOMMENDATION #3: Include Natividad’s financial report in the County’s financial statements.

RESPONSE: Agree. Natividad is an enterprise fund and its financial statements are included as part of
the County’s financial statements.

RECOMMENDATION #4: Accelerate the installation schedule for the proposed new data system
from August 2005 to April 2005, to allow for its use in the fiscal year ending June 30, 2005.

RESPONSE: Agree. The Auditor-Controller believes this is desirable, however due to County
financial issues it appears unlikely that the new system will be implemented even by August 2005.
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NATIVIDAD MEDICAL CENTER A CRISIS IN GOVERNANCE

FINDING #1: A BOS appointee to the Board of Trustees is not required to have any specific medical,
legal, or financial or administrative knowledge.

RESPONSE: Agree.

FINDING #2: BOS appointments to the Natividad’s Board often are driven by considerations of social
standing, race, or political impact, rather than needed skills which the appointee could contribute to the
Natividad governance. :

RESPONSE: Disagree. The Board of Supervisors has sought to represent the community, users and a
public perspective on the Board of Trustees. The composition is under review by the Board of
Supervisors.

FINDING #3: The Natividad Board no longer has authority to act, nor has it previously appeared to
act, in a manner consistent with a Board role.

RESPONSE: Partially agree. The Board of Trustees no longer has the authority it exercised
previously, but changes in the Board’s role were made to comply with state law.

FINDING #4: The BOS historically rubber-stamped actions from Natividad with little oversight, i.e.,
items frequently were part of the Consent Agenda and not carefully reviewed.

RESPONSE: Disagree. Based on earlier legal opinions, many items did not come to the Board of
Supervisors but were determined by the Board of Trustees. Questions regarding the legality of that
process several years ago resulted in conformance of the hospitals practices with state law and with
standard County practice. The Board has never rubber-stamped recommendations and has carefully
reviewed NMC items since they began being placed on the Board of Supervisors agenda.

FINDING #5: The BOS is not adequately informed, and cannot be due to the demands made by their
positions as Supervisors, nor do they have the requisite knowledge to effectively run Natividad.

RESPONSE: Disagree. The Board of Supervisors is not expert on any individual professional field in
County government. Their job is not to second-guess medical, engineering or legal advice provided by
their staff. They are however charged with assuring the public is represented in the management of all
activities funded with taxpayers’ money.

FINDING #6: The current process of review of all economic actions taken at Natividad is
cumbersome, counterproductive and inefficient.

RESPONSE: Agree. The process is required however until the financial condition of the hospital is
stabilized.



Response to 2003 Grand Jury Report
February 24, 2004
Page 13

Continued ... NATIVIDAD MEDICAL CENTER A CRISIS IN GOVERNANCE

FINDING #7: The BOS expanded eligibility for free (MIA) medical care in 1988 and 1989.

RESPONSE: Disagree. The Board of Supervisors did not expand MIA care. The hospital evolved into
providing a level of uncompensated care not authorized by the Board. The expansion of care has been
reversed and the MIA program now complies with Board resolutions from the past and currently.

FINDING #8: The BOS has not reimbursed Natividad for the cost of that expanded coverage.

RESPONSE: Disagree. The Board of Supervisors has provided the resources necessary for Natividad
to operate and at substantial General Fund cost.

FINDING #9: Natividad has absorbed $17.5 million in cumulative unfounded program expenses since
1994.

RESPONSE: Disagree. The MIA Program was not specifically funded, but the losses were made up
by cash advances from the General Fund. The operations of Natividad were not reduced to meet these
expenses.

FINDING #10: Natividad failed to collect over $1 million annually due to ineffective or incomplete
financial data gathering during patient intake procedures. These problems include: failure to establish
patient identity, failure to identify patients’ insurance coverage, if any, and failure to collect appropriate
co-pay fees from patients prior to discharge.

RESPONSE: Agree. Steps have been taken to minimize incomplete and inaccurate financial data
acquisition from patients and to collect co-pay fees where appropriate.

FINDING #11: Natividad’s training and supervision of personnel responsible for collecting co-
payments and insurance data has been ineffective.

RESPONSE: Agree. Steps to improve the training and supervision have been implemented

FINDING #12: There has been no centralized purchasing and contract authority.

RESPONSE: Agree. This was the case, but all purchasing and contract authority over $300 now has
been centralized.

FINDING #13: Procedures and responsibility for ensuring the proper accounting coding of medical
services provided have been ineffective.

RESPONSE: Agree. This problem is being addressed and corrected.
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Continued ... NATIVIDAD MEDICAL CENTER A CRISIS IN GOVERNANCE
FINDING #14: While the average age of accounts receivable has been reduced in the past year, a

requirement for regular periodic reporting to Natividad’s management and the BOS could serve to
assure that attention to this problem area remains focused.

RESPONSE: Agree.

FINDING #15: Natividad’s strategic plan is not supported by the operational components such as
information technology, purchasing, and labor.

RESPONSE: Disagree. The strategic plan will be regularly reviewed by the Board and supported as
appropriate.
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GRAND JURY FINAL REPORT TITLED: Natividad Medical Center A Crisis in Governance
RESPONSE TO RECOMMENDATIONS by: Natividad Medical Center (Monterey County Board of
Supervisors

[As required by Section 933.05(b) California Penal Code]

RECOMMENDATION #1: The Board of Supervisors should immediately enact a form of governance
for Natividad which provides appropriate independence from the County in order to allow Natividad to
competitively seek out professional staff without the County restrictions.

RESPONSE: The Board is reviewing all governance options.

RECOMMENDATION #2: The day-to-day operations of the hospital must be left in the hands of
professional hospital management. The hospital must be run pursuant to sound business and financial
practices.

RESPONSE: This is being done at the present time.
RECOMMENDATION #3: All involved levels of governance (hospital management, Board of

Trustees, CAO, and BOS) must agree on and support a mission for the hospital and on the specific
means of its implementation.

RESPONSE: There is at present an agreed upon mission statement and the budget as adopted serves as
the specific means of its implementation.

RECOMMENDATION #4: The Board needs to develop a system whereby key components of its
long-range strategic planning process are carefully monitored and managed so that operational activities
link to the strategic plan.

RESPONSE: The Board does tie specific activities to its strategic plan and staff will review
strengthening this activity.

RECOMMENDATION #5: The Board must be comprised of persons with a high level of expertise in
one or more areas relevant to the management of the hospital; e.g., medical, business, financial,
administrative, etc.

RESPONSE: The Board of Supervisors is considering a restructure of the Board of Trustees as part of
the 60-day review of the hospital.

RECOMMENDATION #6: Appointments to the Board should not be based on political affiliation,
ethnic, or demographic considerations.

RESPONSE: Board appointments may be restricted by expertise under a restructure if that appears
warranted at the close of the review. However, seeking diversity and the perspective of hospital
customers is recognized to have value.
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Continued ...
GRAND JURY FINAL REPORT TITLED: Natividad Medical Center A Crisis in Governance
RESPONSE TO RECOMMENDATIONS by: Natividad Medical Center (Monterey County Board of

Supervisors)
|As required by Section 933.05(b) California Penal Code]

RECOMMENDATION #7: The Board should continue to implement programs to retrain personnel on
patient intake procedures, identification of patients and their insurance coverage. The Board should
instill an understanding that the collection of some contributory payment from all patients is essential to
the continuing financial health of Natividad.

RESPONSE: The Board is and will continue to stress collection as a means to retain hospital services.

RECOMMENDATION #8: The Board should designate a specific administrator who will be
responsible for monitoring the progress of the improvement and intake procedures and establish a
regular schedule for reporting progress to senior Natividad management and to the Board.

RESPONSE: The new CEO will be charged with monitoring progress on intake and billing procedures.

RECOMMENDATION #9: The Natividad CEO should establish a more effective system for assuring
that all medical services are correctly coded and reported on a current basis.

RESPONSE: A revenue optimization committee has been established which meets weekly to monitor
the revenue cycle process. As a result of this committee’s oversight functions, coding errors as a cause
for delayed or denied claims has been reduced significantly.

RECOMMENDATION #10: The Natividad CEO should establish a regular reporting schedule for the
Chief Financial Officer to report on:

a) The current status of accounts receivable and efforts to reduce the age of accounts;

b) The continuing success of using an outsource collection agency.

RESPONSE: The CFO reports monthly to the CEO, the Board of Trustees and the Budget Committee
of the Board of Supervisors on the status of accounts receivable and the results of the outsourced
collection agency.

RECOMMENDATION #11: The Natividad CEO should formalize the position of Purchasing
Manager, and establish clear procedures ensuring the manger’s control over purchases for Natividad.

RESPONSE: Clear procedures governing purchases have been developed and implemented.
Purchasing remains the province of General Services except for emergency items. A strong Materials
Management system, which covers receipts, payments, distribution, and control of goods and services,
needs to be maintained.

RECOMMENDATION #12: The BOS should fully fund the MIA program.

RESPONSE: With the reductions in MIA eligibility and benefits, the MIA program for 2003-2004 is
fully funded by the BOS.
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INTERNAL AUDITS BY AUDITOR CONTROLLER

FINDING #1: Staffing of internal auditors is below what is needed.

RESPONSE: Agree. This area has been cut to the bare bones due to budget constraints and other
priorities. :

FINDING #2: The internal auditing function is a needed and important function of the Auditor-
Controller’s Office. Currently Monterey County has the lowest ratio of internal auditors for any county
of its size. Concurrently, the County has the highest ratio of hotels per capita in the entire state, with the
exception of San Francisco.

RESPONSE: Agree. The revenue generated from Transient Occupancy Tax audits alone offsets the
cost of half the internal audit division.

FINDING #3: The auditing function of the TOT is needed in an ongoing basis and has been
demonstrated to be a revenue-producer.

RESPONSE: Agree.
FINDING #4: The Auditor-Controller recognizes that it is essential that all departments are reviewed
on a regular basis (for good business practices and financial responsibility).

RESPONSE: Agree. Staffing is currently not adequate to carry out this review process.

FINDING #5: The Auditor-Controller acknowledges that “operational audits” can improve the
effectiveness of all departments when performance measures are developed and the internal audit
compares the operations against these performance goals.

RESPONSE: Agree. The Auditor-Controller would like to staff the division in a manner to provide
resources to perform regular operational audits.
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GRAND JURY FINAL REPORT TITLED: Internal Audits by Auditor-Controller
RESPONSE TO RECOMMENDATIONS by: Auditor-Controller (Monterey County Board of

Supervisors)
[As required by Section 933.05(b) California Penal Code]

RECOMMENDATION #1: Increase staffing of internal auditors.

RESPONSE: Agree. When funding is available this would be a wise use of County funds.

RECOMMENDATION #2: Develop an auditing program for review of all departments on a rotating
basis.

RESPONSE: Agree. When adequate resources are available, the Auditor-Controller plans on
implementing such a program.

RECOMMENDATION #3: Continue developing performance measures for all departments and
combine operational audits of performance with regular internal audits.

RESPONSE: Partially Agree. Performance measures should be developed by each department in
conjunction with their analyst from the CAO’s office. When resources allow the Auditor-Controller will
include such performance measure review when performing operational audits.

RECOMMENDATION #4: Continue auditing the TOT, as needed in the unincorporated areas.
Consider encouraging other cities to audit this Tax, and possibly some plan could be worked out with
these cities to have the County do this for proper consideration from the cities.

RESPONSE: Agree. This has been done with some cities and will continue to be explored whenever it
makes economic sense.
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AFFORDABLE HOUSING ON THE MONTEREY PENINSULA: A Regional Problem Requires
a Regional Solution

FINDING #1: The lack of affordable housing is among the most serious problems facing Monterey
County and the Monterey Peninsula in particular.

RESPONSE: Agree. As documented in detail in both the 2004 Annual Housing Report and in the
recently adopted Housing Element, the lack of affordable housing continues to be one of the most
critical issues facing Monterey County. Residential building activity has dropped significantly while the
cost of housing continues to rise. Less than 23% of the households living in the County can afford to
purchase the median priced home. The vacancy rate for rental housing is extremely low. Very little
rental housing is being constructed and housing for special needs populations continues to be in short
supply relative to the demand.

FINDING #2: Political, economic, social and environmental considerations often interfere with the
achievement of reasonable affordable housing goals.

RESPONSE: Agree. In pursuing affordable housing it is important to balance housing, social,
economic, and political considerations in a way that promotes sustainable urban communities.

The County Board of Supervisors is responsible for establishing land use policy guiding the direction
and timing of new growth. In pursing this objective, the new draft Monterey County General Plan
provides that new housing is best achieved by focusing growth in designated areas like Fort Ord and
Castroville. This approach ensures that future homeowners and renters have access to a full range of
community amenities, environmental impacts are minimized, and project/community economics are
maximized. Further, the current residents have an opportunity to participate in the community planning
process to ensure that new housing is achieved based on local perspectives and input.

FINDING #3: Affordable housing/home ownership is critical to the economic and social health of
Monterey County.

RESPONSE: Agree. A recent survey of employers in Monterey County indicates that lack of safe,
decent, and affordable housing is beginning to affect the economic and social health of Monterey
County for the following reasons:

e Over occupancy of housing in existing neighborhoods is placing increased pressure on available
service delivery and infrastructure.

e The cost of available housing provides a significant disincentive to new businesses looking to relocate
to the Monterey County Area.

e Existing businesses are finding it increasingly difficult to retain and attract qualified workers due to
the high cost of housing.

e Traffic congestion is increasing as workers relocate to more affordable areas in order to find
affordable housing units.
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Continued ... AFFORDABLE HOUSING ON THE MONTEREY PENINSULA: A Regional
Problem Requires a Regional Solution

FINDING #4: The amount of revenue cities receive from residential and commercial real estate is a
critical consideration in their decision-making process in supporting increased levels of
affordable/workforce housing. Without some formula for revenue sharing, those cities with land
available for development (e.g., Seaside and Marina) may be forced to choose market-rate housing and
commercial development over increased levels of affordable housing in order to insure that there is
sufficient continuing income to provide essential infrastructure and ongoing public services to both old
and new development.

RESPONSE: Agree. The fiscal consequences of growth and development is an issue of growing
concern, particularly in this period of increased budgetary consequences. Staff of the Fort Ord Reuse
Authority estimates that affordable/workforce housing results in a local revenue shortfall some where
between $400 - § 900 annually per unit. As such, significant incentive exists for all local land use
jurisdictions to pursue commercial, industrial, and high end housing in order to alleviate the fiscal
burden of new growth and help balance projected budget deficits.

FINDING #5: Affordable housing thresholds in the range 30% to 50% are achievable.

RESPONSE: Disagree. The County Board of Supervisors has established policy encouraging projects
with high levels of affordable housing. It is important to note, however, that the economic feasibility of
affordable housing must be considered on a case-by-case basis. Economic analysis of the proposed East
Garrison Specific Plan indicates that high levels of affordable housing will have a negative impact on
the economic feasibility of the project. Historic preservation, environmental, and service/infrastructure
requirements of the site create significant project costs, not encountered in “greenfield” development
projects.

FINDING #6: The trust fund mechanism described in the Clark Group Report could significantly
contribute to fostering cooperation between cities with different economic makeup, and help make
affordable housing available to those increasingly priced out of the market.

RESPONSE: Agree. Creation of a countywide Community Housing Trust (CHT) could provide an
effective mechanism to promote regional cooperation and provide funds for housing projects. As noted
in the FORA staff report of January 9, 2004:

“The primary purpose of the CHT will be to solicit funds and provide the expertise and
mechanisms that will help achieve workforce housing, with ancillary benefit to affordable
housing efforts, as well as other projects accessible to mixed income brackets. The CHT will
primarily provide a financial structure to accumulate and leverage funds, to assist individual
home buyers by providing first and second deeds of trust, interest rate write downs, gap
financing, and other approaches, whether for programs, projects, or jurisdictions.”
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GRAND JURY FINAL REPORT TITLED: Affordable Housing on the Monterey Peninsula: A
Regional Problem Requires a Regional Solution

RESPONSE TO RECOMMENDATIONS by: Housing & Redevelopment Board of Supervisors
[As required by Section 933.05(b) California Penal Code]

RECOMMENDATION #1: Each of the Monterey Peninsula cities and the County should continue
their individual efforts to meet or exceed the objectives set forth in their current housing element plans
to provide their “fair share” of the countywide need for additional affordable housing.

RESPONSE: The County Board of Supervisors has initiated efforts to implement this
recommendation. In October 2003, the County Board of Supervisors approved a new Housing Element.
The document provides a long-term strategy designed to encourage the creation of new housing. The
2004 Annual Housing Report includes a detailed strategy designed to move the policies and programs of
the Housing Element into action. The document provides the following priorities to be accomplished in
2004.

CREATE NEW HOUSING

o Facilitate the preparation of land available for new housing construction to serve the residents
and workforce of Monterey County through the current community planning and specific
planning efforts.

e Work to reduce barriers to new housing production by identifying and implementing changes to
existing regulations and processes that are redundant, unnecessary, or ineffective.

e [mplement an affordable housing developer incentive program, facilitate infrastructure
improvement efforts, rezone property to allow the densities and housing types appropriate to
achieve affordable housing, and implement an affordable housing overlay program to
specifically assist projects that meet the County’s housing needs.

e Work in partnerships with housing providers to help finance and build new multi-family rental
housing to serve very low and low-income households.

e Work in partnership with private market developers to implement mixed income and mixed use
projects in target community growth areas, including: Boronda, Castroville, Pajaro, and Fort
Ord Redevelopment Project Areas; Rancho San Juan Community Planning Area; San Lucas,
Chualar, and Las Lomas community areas; and City growth areas.

e Encourage the use of innovative mechanisms to facilitate project implementation, achieve high
levels of affordability, and ensure long-term affordability, such as the efforts of the Fort Ord
Reuse Authority (FORA) to create a countywide Community Housing Trust.

MAXIMIXE HOUSING OPPORTUNITES FROM EXISTING HOUSING STOCK

o Facilitate the preservation, rehabilitation, and access to existing housing units to maximize
opportunities for affordable housing within the existing housing stock.
o Promote the redevelopment of existing substandard units to address housing deficiencies.

SPECIAL NEEDS HOUSING DEVELOPMENT

e Promote new or renovated housing for special needs populations including housing for farm
workers, service workers, disabled, seniors and other very low income populations who require
specialized types of housing not typically provided by the private housing market.
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Continued ...

GRAND JURY FINAL REPORT TITLED: Affordable Housing on the Monterey Peninsula: A
Regional Problem Requires a Regional Solution

RESPONSE TO RECOMMENDATIONS by: Housing & Redevelopment (Board of Supervisors)
[As required by Section 933.05(b) California Penal Code]

RECOMMENDATION #2: Continue ways to increase affordable housing levels through increasing
the percentage of Inclusionary Housing Requirements, by creating specialized developer incentives, and
by developing funding sources.

RESPONSE: The County Board of Supervisors has initiated efforts to implement this
recommendation. The County was the first local jurisdiction in Monterey County to increase the
requirement for inclusionary housing to 20 percent. Furthermore, in 2003, the County initiated efforts to
prepare a program to encourage the development of housing affordable to the County’s workforce
population. The primary concept behind the program is that the level of development incentives should
increase as the level of affordability in a project increases. In November of 2003, the Board of
Supervisors identified two “Pilot Projects” that are intended to “test™ the program implementation
concept and tailor specific development and funding incentives to be included in the program.
Information provided as part of the project evaluation process will be used to finalize the recommended
program in 2004.

In 2003, efforts were also initiated to formalize the “Affordable Housing Overlay” program, which is
intended to be incorporated into the General Plan Update. The program has been structured to be a
voluntary option for properties determined to be physically suitable for higher density affordable
housing that are close to employment centers. The purpose of this program will be to encourage the
development of affordable housing in areas that have a shortage of housing relative to jobs. Projects that
are comprised of 100 percent affordable units priced to be commensurate with the wage levels of the
area will be allowed specific development incentives and assistance. Projects meeting the specified
criteria may also be allowed to proceed in advance of providing regional and sub-regional infrastructure.

RECOMMENDATION #3: Inrecognition of the regional nature of the problem, a mechanism must be
established to spread the economic costs of developing additional affordable housing in those areas
where land for such development is available. If cities with growth opportunity are to choose affordable
housing over other options that would provide them with greater revenue streams, they must be
compensated by the shifting of funds from other areas.

RESPONSE: See response under Recommendation #4.

RECOMMENDATION #4: Review the recommendations from the Fort Ord Reuse
Affordable/Workforce Housing Study by The Clark Groups and aggressively pursue the sources of
funding in the recommendations. For example, a regional housing or community trust fund could
provide a significant opportunity for such communities as Carmel, Monterey and Pacific Grove to
contribute meaningfully to finding a solution to high priced housing on the Peninsula. Community trusts
would provide a mechanism whereby cities with land for development and those without would have a
way to cooperate on an ongoing basis to achieve goals that all agree are in the interests of the entire
Peninsula region.
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Continued ...

GRAND JURY FINAL REPORT TITLED: Affordable Housing on the Monterey Peninsula: A
Regional Problem Requires a Regional Solution

RESPONSE TO RECOMMENDATIONS by: Housing & Redevelopment (Board of Supervisors)
[As required by Section 933.05(b) California Penal Code]

RESPONSE: As a member agency of the Fort Ord Reuse Authority, the County of Monterey has
participated in the development and implementation of housing initiatives included in Recommendations
No. 3 and No. 4.

The Board of Directors of the Fort Ord Reuse Authority recently adopted policies to encourage
collaboration among local land use jurisdictions adopted and has also approved the establishment of a
Community Housing Trust to help incentivize the housing production process. The County Board of
Supervisors is committed to working with FORA and County-wide land use jurisdictions to move these
activities into implementation in 2004. The following information lists the recommendations adopted by
the FORA Board on this important issue area:

e “Direct the Fort Ord Reuse Authority (FORA) Administrative Committee to recommend to the
Board additive language to the (Fort Ord Base Reuse Plan/Master Resolution Chapter 8)
Consistency Determination evaluation process for measuring compliance with the 1997 adopted
Fort Ord Base Reuse Plan Jobs/Housing balance provisions. In making its recommendation to
the Board, the Administrative Committee shall include measures that provide flexible targets for
the percentage of below market housing, over the affordable housing commitment required, to be
provided as a match with expected jobs.

e “Adopt the following language: It is the policy of the Fort Ord Reuse Authority that the
redevelopment and conversion of the lands of the former Fort Ord shall be carried out so as to
provide significant and permanent affordable and workforce housing opportunities for those
persons who live and work in the Monterey Bay Region (the tri-county area).

o “Adopt the recommendations of ChaRG (Community Housing and Resources Group) regarding
affordability income ranges.

o “That the FORA Board review forms of fiscal relief to the former Fort Ord land use jurisdictions
where increased affordable and workforce housing over the state mandated or city adopted
minimum standards is encouraged. The FORA Administrative Committee will recommend
forms of fiscal relief to the FORA Board of Directors for consideration. The fiscal consequences
to jurisdictions of individual projects proposed during the life of the Workforce Housing Special
Project will be considered essential when analyzing the feasibility of that project.

o “That the Board adopt the following policy: The Fort Ord Reuse Authority, subject to State of
California fair housing and other statutory requirements, supports the Jobs/Housing balance
requirements of the 1997 adopted Fort Ord Base Reuse Plan (BRP) by encouraging that
residential for-sale units constructed or offered for rent on the lands of the former Fort Ord be
offered some form of first priority for rental or sale to individuals who currently live in or work,
or are recruited to work, in the Monterey Bay Region. Further, if any such residential unit is
resold or is subsequently rented, it would be also encouraged that such residential unit again be
offered some form of first priority to individuals who then currently live, work, or are recruited
to work, in the Monterey Bay region.”
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HAVE WE IGNORED THE PROBATION DEPARTMENT?

FINDING #1: No County Probation Department in the State of California has ever been decertified
because its Juvenile Hall facility did not meet Title 24 standards.

RESPONSE: Agree.

FINDING #2: Decertification could result in an estimated cost of $10 million in the fiscal year 2003-
2004, which includes cost for staffing, transportation, and housing, etc.

RESPONSE: Partially agree. Decertification would result in significant additional costs, but the $10
million estimate is high based on our current year experience. For fiscal year 2003-04 the County
allocated approximately $1.5 million for the additional costs of housing youth at other facilities.

FINDING #3: To retain State certification, the Monterey County Board of Supervisors (BOS) was
required to provide a letter of intent to correct the Juvenile Hall building defects.

RESPONSE: Agree.

FINDING #4: The Probation Department originally proposed that the County consider several offers
by companies to build a facility for the County and lease it back on a 30-year “lease-to-purchase” plan.

RESPONSE: Agree.

FINDING#5: In 2001, the CPO requested permission, by memorandum to the County Administrative
Office, to apply for the State Department of Corrections construction funding for a new Juvenile Hall.
The funding would have provided 75% of the cost of building a new facility and required only a 25%
match from the County. The County opted not to apply for this funding since the required 25%
matching funds were allocated for other projects. This option is no longer available.

RESPONSE: Agree. This was a decision mutually decided by the CAO and the Chief Probation
Officer.

FINDING #6: A recent survey — summer 2003 — of the Juvenile Hall structure by the County resulted
in a report recommending that the structure was repairable.

RESPONSE: Agree.
FINDING #7: The repair schedule for Juvenile Hall now appears to be underway.

RESPONSE: Agree.
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Continued ... HAVE WE IGNORED THE PROBATION DEPARTMENT?

FINDING #8: The current situation in which the Chief Probation Officer is appointed by the Court, yet
is paid by the County, as are his staff, is unique, and a result of recent legislation. This unique situation
is one of the contributing factors to recent friction between the Probation Department and the County
Administration, which resulted in the inability of the Probation Department to place items on the agenda
of the Board of Supervisors.

RESPONSE: Partially agree. The relationship of the Chief Probation Officer to the County is unique
and the fragmented oversight by the Courts and the County does create some issues. However, the
Probation Department has not been prohibited by the County from placing items on the Board of
Supervisors Agenda. :
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GRAND JURY FINAL REPORT TITLED: Have We Ignored the Probation Department?
RESPONSE TO RECOMMENDATIONS by: County Administrative Office (Board of Supervisors)
[As required by Section 933.05(b) California Penal Code|

RECOMMENDATION #1: The BOS should assure that the Probation Department has necessary
access to the Board’s agenda.

RESPONSE: The recommendation has been implemented in that all County departments, including
Probation, have access to the Board’s agenda.

RECOMMENDATION #2: A Special Joint Committee of three or five members should be established
to review operations of the Probation Department on a monthly basis. Members would be selected by
the BOS and the Court.

RESPONSE: The recommendation will not be implemented. The Board of Supervisors currently has
two subcommittees reviewing the activities of the Probation Department. One is specifically focused on
the repair of Juvenile Hall, and the other reviews the Departments budget.

RECOMMENDATION #3: Grants to or funding for the Probation Department should be reviewed at
the highest level of the County government to determine direction and need.

RESPONSE: The recommendation has been implemented. The Board of Supervisors reviews and
approves all grant and other funding to the Probation Department and all County Departments.
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WORKFORCE INVESTMENT BOARD

Response to this item will be provided and filed separately.
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Name Case # Case Type APN Last Action Date|NOTES
TOccupled motorhome,
under cut reck wall at east side
|property, no side sethack where
|driveway is-wo permit, white metal
carport attached ta reporting party
property. On 9/17/02; Changed to
"DBuilding Intake" per Valerie Migotti.
ADDITIONAL COMPLAINT FROM
AN OLDER CASE ADDED TO THIS
FILE - COMPLETE REMODEL AND
ADDITION TO SFD AND NEW
COMPLAINT OF ENCLOSURE FOR (Oid case, new complaint received, Stop werk notice pested 12/12/03, OWNER
WASHER AND DRYER WiQ NAME CHANGED ON FILE FROM HERRERA TO MARTINEZ, A NOV semt
MARTINEZ, A (CED20286 PERMITS AND RETAINING WALL. |261-101-003-000 03/21720084|12/18/03. FILE GIVEN TO TINA FOR CITATTION LETTER 1/21/84
CONYVERTED GARAGE W/0O NOV Letter sent 12/16/03, RECEIVED CERTIFED LETTER BACK AS
PERMITS OR CLEARANCES. UNCLAIMED, DID NOT RECEIVE UNCERTIFIED LETTER BACK. POSTED
APPEARS TO BE REPEAT LETTER ON DOOR, TOOK PICTURE OF POSTING 1/7/04. file given to tina for
ZAMORA, R CE030411 OFFENSE 119-161-022-060 01/21/2004 jcitation Jetter 1/21/04
CONVERTED GARAGE TO LIVING
AREA W/0O PROPER PERMITS OR NOY Letter sent 12/16/03, RECEIVED CERTIFED LETTER BACK AS
CLEARANCES * OCCUPANT DID UNCLAIMED, DID NOT RECEIVE UNCERTIFIED LETTER BACK. POSTED
NOT GRANT VIEWING OF LETTER ON DOOR, TOOK PICTURE OF POSTING 1/7/04. file given to tina for
|ORTIZ, R CE030412 GARAGE NO PHOTOS® 119-161-019-000 01/21/2004 |citation letier 1/21/04
|SINGLE CAR GARAGE HAS BEEN
CONVERTED TO LIVING SPACE. |
A KITCHEN, BATH AND BFO40062 ISSUED 1/9/04, CASE CAN NOT BE CLOSED TILL BF FINALED,
[COSI0, A CED30340 BEDROOM NOW OCCLUPY THE 119-212-011-000 01/29/2004 |HOUSING CODE YIOLATION
UNITY CARE GROUP IN{CE030431 CONYERTED BARN W/0 PERMITS [113-271-005-000 Illa‘zm'llllur_ilsliun letier sent 1/20/04, CITATION DEADLINE DATE 2/3/04
POURED FOUNDATION AND Opened case gave paperwork to Tom o schedule an i to check ont I
ACEVEDO, R CE030436 |M'[)\-'ED FENCE 119-24]1-029-000 12/18/2063 |No case [le created yet
CONS 'CTION OF I RETAINING
WALLS (ONE IN FRONT YARD
AND ONE IN BACK YARD,
REMOVAL OF MORE THAN 100 CU|
YARDS OF EXCAVATED SOIL
FROM HILLSIDE AND
REDISTRIBUTING TO ADJACENT Opened case gave paperwork to Tom to schedule an i to check ont Iai
CROUCH, A CED30437 HILLSIDE 139-424-064-000 12/18/2003 |No case file created yet
STUDIO APARTMENT SELF
CONTAINED WITH BATHROOM
AND KITCHEN ABOVE GARAGE
NICKERSON, M CED3DN439 W/0 PERMITS 127-301-031-008 01/16/2004 |NOY SENT 1/16/04
CONVERTED GARAGE W/O 119-162-016-000&
ZAMORA, R CEO30440 :‘ERM ITS OR CLEARANCES 119-162-017-000 01/20/2004 |[NOV Sent 12/29/03
~MEPLACEMENT OF EXISTING
HORSE STALLS WITH 36X 60 HAY
BARN ON NORTHERN FORTION
OF PROFERTY NEAR UPPER
MOBILE HOME (MH#I) 2 BUILT
16 X 24 GARAGE NEAR UPrER
MOBILE HOME (MH#1) 3, 14X 25
ADDITION TO REAR OF UPPER
MOBILE HOME (MH#1) 4. 12X 36
TACI ROOM WITH 12X 12
ATTACHED CARFORT NEAR
UPPER MOBILEHOME (MH#1) 5.
BUILT 60 X 36 POLE BARN ON 5/W
PORTION OF PROPERTY NEAR
BLANK, J CE000279 RIDING AREA. 129-021-051-000 01/20/2004|NOV sent 12/31/03
BUILT A 320 S0} FT. BASEMENT z I
NORTH SEA CORP. CE030403 WITHOUT INTERNAL FLOW 424-011-029-000 D1/072003 {NOV letter send 179/04
Opened case gave paperwark to Tom to schedule an i to check out
hBLOEClIER, E CED30444 REPLACING ROOF W/O PERMIT _|267-151-036-000 12/30/2003 |No case file created yet
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Name Case # Case Type APN Last Action Date|NOTES
BUILT SECOND STORY DECK,
g APPROXIMATELY 40° X 16 WENDELL OPENED CASE IN PEMITS PLUS ONLY, NO PAPERWORK
FITZGERALD, B CE030402 SUPPORTED BY 4 CMU COLUMNS |416-027-005-060 12/03/2003|RECEIVED YET
WENDELL OPENED CASE IN PERMITS PLUS ONLY - NO PAFERWORK
REPLACING FLOOR JOISTS AND RECEIVED YET. ** NOTE IN EVENTS FROM WENDELL TO SEE DP032935 -
GIRDERS (2) IN RESTAURANT THIS PERMIT HAS BEEN ISSUED-BUT IT 1S ONLY FOR REPLACING 12
|KENNETH, M CED30357 (APPROX 200 5Q ; g! 189-291-006-000 11/04/2003 |JOISTS MO METION OF THE GIRDERS??
COl ED EOVER &
X213 LONG. ELECTRICAL AND
PLUMBING REPAIRS FOR
EXISTING HOT TUB. SOME
FRAMING AROUND HOT TUB
LEFEBVRE, R CED30385 DECK . II_JW-GQMI 7-000 01/23/2004 | file piven to tina for NOV letter 1/23/04
| BUILT EXTERIOR DECK
APPROXIMATELY 12' X 25' @ =
|SCHUBERT, J {CED3D3IBT REAR OF SFD 015-472-014-000 01/23/2004 |FILE GIVEN TO TINA FOR NOV 1/2304
INSTALLED GENERATOR AND
PROPANE TANK W/O BUILDING NO NOY SENT SINCE BP033266 WAS APPLIED FOR . NOY WOULD BE A
GREENWAY, P CED40026 FERMITS OR CLEARANCES 129-241-012-000 01/20/2004 |MOOT POINT.
ATTACHED GARAGE BEING
OCCUPIED APROX. 20" X 20'. HAS
BATHROOM, KITCHEN, AND
‘iOClMJ CED4B027 BEDROOM W/D PERMITS 11%-211-021-000 01/16/2004 |[NOY SENT 1/16/04
BUILT A GAME ROOM AND )
WATERFALL IN BACK PROPERTY
W/ ELECTRICITY HOOK UP W/O
RUIZ, R CED40028 PERMITS 125-452-001-000 01/11/2004|CASE CLOSED BP 040150 ISSUED 1/21/04
TWO TRAILERS ON PROPERTY,
ADDITIONS, MODIFICATIONS &
ADDED ELECTRICAL WO
|UNSAKER, M CED40029 PERMITS 127-331-044-000 81723/2004 | Received paperwork back from Tom, aeed fo create file and send NOV
74" DRAIN PIPES DRAINING
GERRY, E CE040031 ONTO NEIGHBORING PROPERTY [125-131-024-000 | 01/13/2004 | PAFER WORK GIVEN TO NIELS TO CHECK OUT COMPLAINT
| BUILT A WOOD FENCE AFPROX.
PERNY, W CE040013 400 LIN.FT. AND 8" HIGH 159-561-027-000 01/23/2004 | Received paperwork back from Wendell, need to create file and send NSOV
MASSON, A CED40034 COMYERT SFD INTO A DUPLEX 416-024-013-000 01/23/2004 | Recelved ervork back from Wendell, need to create file and semd NOV
: FUILDING A BARN (AFFROX 36' X e
34'), AN ENTRY (APPROX 10° X 12,
A LOFT [APPROX 34" X 12) (1752
5Q FT TOTAL) WITH PLUMEBING
AND ELECTRICAL, ALL DONE
WITHOUT PLANNING OR |
GERRITSEN, H CED40035 BUILDING APIMUOVAL. 169-141-020-000 01/23/2004 |Received paperwork back from Wendell, need fo create file and send NOV
CONIITIONS LIKELY TO CAUSE ) ) - )
ACCELERATED EROSION,
ALLOWING SEDIMENT TO
| ESCAFE THE PROPERTY AND
GOMEZ, M |CE040036 CONCENTRATED RUNOFF. 181-091-004-000 01/27/2004 |File to tina for NOV 1/27/04
**case reconstructed! rolled over from
Parkers cases** 3|
OCCUPIED TRAVEL TRAILERS
AND AN OCCUPIED BARN WITH
) THREE CAR GARAGE WO
MOHSSIN, M CEDDOI07 FERMITS 181-061-021-000 01/21/2004|GAVE FILE TO TINA FOR NOV
| |BUILT CARPORT WITH
ELECTRICAL ON PROPERTY LINE
TENNIS, L CE040037 W/ O PERMITS 125-391-012-000 01/22/2004|P.0. came in and entered into compliance agreement 1/22/04
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CITY MANAGER ] ,

440 Harcourt Avenue Telephone (831) 899-6700

Seaside, CA 93955 FAX (831) 899-6227
TDD (831) 899-6207

March 29, 2004

The Honorable Terrance R. Duncan
Presiding Judge of the Superior Court
County of Monterey

North Wing, Room 318

240 Church Street

Salinas, CA 93901

Subject: Response to Grand Jury Findings
Dear Judge Duncan:

The City of Seaside is pleased to offer the following responses to the 2003 Monterey County
Grand Jury Report concerning Affordable Housing on the Monterey Peninsula.

RESPONSES TO FINDINGS

1. The lack of affordable housing is among the most serious problems facing Monterey
County and the Monterey Peninsula in particular.

Response: The City of Seaside agrees with this Finding.

The lack of adequate affordable housing increases the cost of living for all residents in the
County and makes recruitment of workers essential to the local economy very difficult.
On the Monterey Peninsula, employees working in the hospitality industry, medical
services and public sector (including teachers, police officers and firefighters) are
frequently unable to find suitable housing which is close to their workplaces.

2. Political, economic, social and environmental considerations often interfere with the
achievement of reasonable affordable housing goals.

Response: The City of Seaside agrees with this Finding.

The construction of affordable housing on the Monterey Peninsula is hampered by 1) a
lack of adequate land and water supplies for new housing; 2) a property tax system which
does not provide adequate local government revenues from affordable housing to support
the government services demanded by such housing; 3) resistance from some
communities to providing a fair share of affordable housing; and 4) higher development
costs.
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Judge Terrance Duncan
March 29, 2004

Page 2

3.

Affordable housing/home ownership is critical to the economic and social health of
Monterey County.

Response: The City of Seaside agrees with this Finding.

City employees, teachers of Seaside schools and other critical employees are unable to
purchase homes on the Monterey Peninsula. Families are being separated as grown
children move to less costly areas so that they can purchase a home. Difficulty in
recruiting adequate numbers of employees essential to the Monterey County economy
hampers economic growth.

The amount of revenue cities receive from residential and commercial real estate is a
critical consideration in their decision-making process in supporting increased levels
of affordable/workforce housing. Without some formula for revenue sharing, those
cities with land available for development (e.g., Seaside and Marina) may be forced
to choose market-rate housing and commercial development over increased levels of
affordable housing in order to insure that there is sufficient continuing income to
provide essential infrastructure and ongoing public services to both old and new
development.

Response: The City of Seaside agrees with this Finding.

Having a strong economic base is essential to providing Seaside residents with
comparable services and amenities that are presently enjoyed by other Monterey
Peninsula communities. Most residential development does not produce adequate
revenues (in the form of property taxes) to support the services demanded by its residents.
As a result, cities such as Seaside must ensure that future development occurs in a
balanced manner, so that sufficient revenues from commercial and visitor-serving land
uses will be available to support current and future residents.

Affordable housing thresholds in the range 30% to 50% are achievable.
Response: This statement is incomplete.

While housing developments containing 30% to 50% affordable units are achievable, the
provision of this range of housing is not economically feasible without substantial
government subsidies. This is particularly true with respect to development on lands
within the former Fort Ord, due to the antiquated infrastructure which must be removed
and replaced; the removal of old buildings which often includes the removal of hazardous
materials; environmental mitigation measures; the requirement to pay prevailing wages;
and the FORA Community Facilities District fees (which pay for regional infrastructure
improvements, habitat preservation/conservation, and other regional benefits).



Judge Terrance Duncan
March 29, 2004

Page 3

The Economic Analysis of Below Market Rate Housing Report prepared by Bay Area
Economics (BAE) for FORA assumed that a minimum profit of 10 percent of
development costs is needed for a project to be feasible. The BAE Study concluded that
for projects with high development costs, a comprehensive inclusionary program with 50
percent of all units selling at BMR (Below Market Rate) prices would not be
economically feasible, yielding an overall loss of one percent on total development costs;
a 40 percent inclusionary program within a high cost project would barely be considered
economically feasible, with 10 percent of development costs (or 9 percent of sales
revenue) and may cause developers to forego the project; and a 30 percent BMR
inclusionary program may be economically feasible, returning a profit of approximately
19 percent of total development costs (15 percent of sales revenue). In order to make
projects in the 30 — 50% range economically feasible, government subsidies will be
needed to provide the incentives necessary to encourage private sector development of
affordable housing.

In sum, a more appropriate finding would read “Affordable housing thresholds in the
range 30% to 50% are achievable, with substantial government subsidies.”

The trust fund mechanism described in the Clark Group Report could significantly
contribute to fostering cooperation between cities with different economic makeup,
and help make affordable housing available to those increasingly priced out of the
market.

Response: The City of Seaside agrees with this Finding.

The trust fund mechanism is one source of revenue which could provide the necessary
subsidies to develop affordable housing. The City of Seaside has already agreed to
commit an initial $100,000 contribution towards this housing trust fund.

RESPONSES TO RECOMMENDATIONS

1.

Each of the Monterey Peninsula cities and the County should continue their
individual efforts to meet or exceed the objectives set forth in their current housing
element plans to provide their “fair share” of the countywide need for additional
affordable housing.

Response: The City of Seaside agrees with this Recommendation.

The City of Seaside is committed to continue to bring new affordable units into the City’s
housing inventory. All water allocations issued by the City for the construction of single-
family units on small lots must be deed restricted as affordable. All new housing
developments in the former Fort Ord area must provide affordable units so that there will
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be an overall provision of 20% affordable units according to the mix prescribed by
FORA. In addition, the City is looking to require other new development within the
older, developed portion of Seaside to also provide affordable units.

Continue ways to increase affordable housing levels through increasing the
percentage of Inclusionary Housing requirements, by creating specialized developer
incentives, and by developing funding sources.

Response: The City of Seaside agrees with this Recommendation.

Although there remain very few vacant parcels within the developed area of Seaside, the
City is working to insure that as many as possible of the new units being built are
restricted as affordable units. See the response to Recommendation #1 for more details of
the City’s affordable housing program.

In recognition of the regional nature of the problem, a mechanism must be
established to spread the economic costs of developing additional affordable housing
in those areas where land for such development is available. If cities with growth
opportunity are to choose affordable housing over other options that would provide
them with greater revenue streams, they must be compensated by the shifting of
funds from other areas.

Response: The City of Seaside agrees with this Recommendation.
This regional problem can only be resolved by a regional approach.

Review the recommendations from the Fort Ord Reuse Affordable/Workforce
Housing Study by the Clark Group and aggressively pursue the sources of funding
in the recommendations. For example, a regional housing or community trust fund
could provide a significant opportunity for such communities as Carmel, Monterey,
and Pacific Grove to contribute meaningfully to finding a solution to high priced
housing on the Peninsula. Community trusts would provide a mechanism whereby
cities with land for development and those without would have a way to cooperate
on an ongoing basis to achieve goals that all agree are in the interests of the entire
Peninsula region.

Response: The City of Seaside agrees with this Recommendation. Please see the
response to Finding #6.
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In the event that you need additional information regarding the City of Seaside’s response, please
contact me at 831-899-6701.
Sincerely,

Gt s

Daniel E. Keen
City Manager
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The Honorable Terrance R. Duncan
Presiding Judge of the Superior Court
Monterey County

North Wing, rm 318, 240 Church St.
Salinas, CA 93901

SUBJECT: 2003 MONTEREY COUNTY GRAND JURY FINAL REPORT

Dear Judge Duncan:

Contained herein are the required responses from the City of Carmel-by-the-Sea to the
following sections of the referenced Report:

Affordable Housing on the Monterey Peninsula

Prepared by Brian Roseth, Principal Planner; and

Police Services in Monterey County

Prepared by George Rawson, Chief of Police

Very truly yours,
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Sue Mc¢Cloud, Mayor
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v Members of the City Council
Rich Guillen, City Administrator
Brian Roseth, Principal Planner
George Rawson, Chief of Police



AFFORDABLE HOUSING ON THE MONTEREY PENINSULA
A Regional Problem Requires a Regional Solution

FINDINGS

%

The lack of affordable housing is among the most serious problems facing
Monterey County and the Monterey Peninsula in particular.

Political, economic, social and environmental considerations often interfere with
the achievement of reasonable affordable housing goals.

Affordable housing/home ownership is critical to the economic and social health
of Monterey County.

The amount of revenue cities receive from residential and commercial real estate
is a critical consideration in their decision-making process in supporting
increased levels of affordable/workforce housing. Without some formula for
revenue sharing, those cities with land available for development (e.g., Seaside
and Marina) may be forced to choose market-rate housing and commercial
development over increased levels of affordable housing in order to insure that
there is sufficient continuing income to provide essential infrastructure and
ongoing public services to both old and new development.

Affordable housing thresholds in the range 30% to 50% are achievable.

The trust fund mechanism described in the Clark Group Report could
significantly contribute to fostering cooperation between cities with different
economic makeup, and help make affordable housing available to those
increasingly priced out of the market.

Response: City agrees with all six findings. Due to existing land use patterns, high
housing demand (and costs), limited vacant land, and environmental constraints, the
City of Carmel-by-the-Sea is faced with several obstacles to providing more housing of

any kind, including affordable housing.

Opportunities for the development of

affordable housing, including infill development, the conversion of commercial uses to
residential, and the addition of new residential uses above existing commercial space,
will have to be actively identified and pursued.



RECOMMENDATIONS:

1. Each of the Monterey Peninsula cities and the County should continue their
individual efforts to meet or exceed the objectives set forth in their current
housing element plans to provide their “fair share” of the countywide need for
additional affordable housing.

Response: This recommendation has been partially implemented already and will be
fully implemented through 2008. The City conducts the following ongoing efforts to
implement its current Housing Element Programs.

« Provides housing rehabilitation assistance through inspection services.

« Promotes housing conservation

« Promotes conversion of R-1 motels to single-family housing

« Promotes mixed-use development and provides floor area bonuses for
affordable housing

« Prohibits condominium conversion of apartments to preserve rental housing

« Promotes a variety of housing types through General Plan policies and Zoning
Ordinance regulations

« Seeks to remove infrastructure constraints

« Prohibits short-term, transient rentals and timeshares of residential dwellings

« Supports the shared housing program for seniors

« Revises density bonus ordinance to improve the way density bonus units are
calculated

- Provides incentives to promote construction of second units

- Enhances flexibility of parking standards to encourage affordable housing

« Reduces planning fees for affordable housing projects

« Expedites processing of affordable housing projects

« Preserves assisted housing stock

« Promotes Section 8 rental assistance

« Supports the Zoning Ordinance which identifies zones that will allow homeless
shelters and transitional housing, group homes, community care facilities and to
ensure compliance with ADA.

« Continues to require energy conservation techniques and implement Title 24
standards.

2. Continue ways to increase affordable housing levels through increasing the
percentage of Inclusionary Housing requirements, by creating specialized
developer incentives, and by developing funding sources.

Response: The recommendation has been partially implemented by establishing
affordable housing incentives. The City has chosen not to establish Inclusionary
Housing requirements. Additional incentives will be created by 2008. The following
Housing Element Programs are being implemented to provide incentives for
construction of affordable housing:



Program 4. Mixed-Use Development. The City's General Plan and Zoning Code
allows for the development of new residential units on the second floor of all
development in the commercial district. As an incentive, the Code has provided floor
area bonuses of 5% to 15% for projects that include senior housing or affordable
housing units for moderate, low and very low-income households. The City’s
experience with these incentives has shown that developers opt for market-rate senior
housing rather than income-restricted affordable housing. This does not aid in meeting
the City’s housing allocations. Therefore, in the newly adopted Housing Element the
City is revising the floor area bonus provisions by deleting the incentive for senior
housing and restructuring the bonus to favor low-income and very low-income units
more than moderate-income units. Brochures will be prepared and distributed in 2004
following the adoption of the Zoning Ordinance update that outline the City’s floor area
incentive as well as the density bonus incentive described below.

Program 14. Density Bonus. The City has adopted its own density bonus ordinance to
encourage the development of affordable housing. Residential development is
permitted in the Commercial and Multiple-Family Districts at a base density of 33
dwelling units per acre. A density bonus of up to 33 percent (allowing 44 dwelling
units per acre) may be granted if a proposed project meets the specific requirements of
State density bonus law. Revisions to the ordinance also clarify that a condominium
development reserving 20 percent of the units for moderate income also gets a 25
percent density increase. Despite the fact that State density bonus laws require density
bonus provisions to apply only to housing developments consisting of five dwelling
units or more, the City will continue to extend the density bonus provisions for all
residential developments regardless of the number of units proposed. The Density
Bonus Ordinance has also been improved to allow the rounding up of fractions above
0.5. This will allow more units on some properties.

Program 12. Senior Housing. The Carmel Foundation is a major nonprofit organization
that assists senior citizens in the City. The Foundation owns and operates three senior
housing developments in the City, providing affordable housing to 45 lower-income
senior households. Norton Court is the only senior development that receives assistance
from the City in the form of a $1 per year lease of the property; the remaining two
developments (Trevett Court and Hazeltine Court) are completely financed with private
donations.

As part of the Housing Element update, the City met with the Carmel Foundation
regarding providing additional opportunities for affordable housing. The General Plan
encourages the City to identify surplus sites that may be suitable for development as
residential housing for seniors and/or low-income households. On an annual basis, the
City will consider the potential conversion of these sites for residential uses with
preparation and adoption of the Capital Improvement Program.



Program 13. Shared Housing. Many seniors who would prefer to live independently
resort to institutionalized living arrangements because of housing costs, security
problems, loneliness, or an inability to live independently. Both the Alliance on Aging
and Monterey County Housing Authority administer shared housing programs for
seniors in Monterey County that assist seniors in locating roommates to share existing
housing. This program often enables seniors to live independently for a longer time
period. The City plans to assist this program to include wider distribution of
information and improved referral services.

By 2008, the City will seek to expand participation in both of the available programs by
distributing informational brochures to the Carmel Foundation and displaying brochures
at City Hall and other public buildings. Information may also be posted on the City’s
website.

Program 15. Subordinate Units. The City's Municipal Code allows as a permitted use
the creation of new subordinate units on lots of 8,000 square feet or greater to provide
additional rental housing in the R-1 District to lower-income households. Based on the
results of a survey administered in 2002 as part of the Housing Element update process,
there are approximately 25 sites of 8,000 square feet or larger that did not currently
have a subordinate unit and where the owners had indicated they would be interested in
adding a subordinate unit. Another 20 property owners with sites that fit these criteria
indicated they would be interested in adding a guest house. This represents a
substantial portion of the adequate sites needed for moderate, low and very low-income
households.

Proposed revisions to the Municipal Code provisions on subordinate units clarify that
Class 4 (affordable) subordinate units are allowed as permitted uses. Incentives for the
development of subordinate units include waiver/reduction of certain fees, priority
processing, and reduced parking requirements. The City will prepare a brochure to
provide technical assistance to property owners by the end of 2004.

Program 16. Reduced Parking Requirements. The City has adopted lower parking
standards for affordable and senior housing developments, particularly in the Central
Commercial and Service Commercial districts. However, in surveys of commercial
and residential property owners conducted in August 2002, lack of available parking
and the City’s parking requirements were routinely identified as a constraint to the
development of additional housing in both residential and commercial districts.

Proposed revisions to the Municipal Code enhance the flexibility of the parking
standards by reducing the in-lieu fee, expanding the shared parking program to include
residences, and reduced standards for moderate income units in addition to the existing
reduced standards for low and very low income units. The proposed revisions also
reduce parking requirements for affordable housing in the R4 (multi-family) and
Residential/Limited Commercial districts from 1.0 spaces per unit to 0.5 spaces per
unit.



Program 17. Reduced Planning Fees. Planning fees help pay for personnel time,
materials and other costs needed to process development permits. These fees frequently
have the unintended consequence of increasing the cost of housing. To encourage the
development of affordable housing, proposed revisions to the Municipal Code include a
reduction in planning fees for projects that include an affordable housing component.
The fee system will reduce planning fees in proportion to the percentage of affordable
units. Staff will make the reduced planning fee program apparent to applicants during
any pre-application meeting.

Program 18. Expedited Processing Procedures. The permit processing and approval
process tends to increase the cost of development. To help mitigate the cost of
development, the City offers expedited review for projects that include affordable
housing units. This program is helpful in reducing holding costs while processing the
approvals necessary for plan check and building permit procedures. The specific
procedures for fast-track processing of affordable housing projects are included in the
City's Municipal Code.

3. In recognition of the regional nature of the problem, a mechanism must be
established to spread the economic costs of developing additional affordable
housing in those areas where land for such development is available. If cities
with growth opportunity are to choose affordable housing over other options that
would provide them with greater revenue streams, they must be compensated by
the shifting of funds from other areas.

Response. This recommendation will not be implemented because it is not reasonable.
During the City’s Housing Element update public workshops, Planning Commission
hearings and City Council hearings, the concept of a regional approach to affordable
housing was discussed. = Throughout these discussions, the City expressed its
willingness to contribute and support this approach. However, according to the State
Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD), housing must be
provided within a City’s jurisdiction in order to apply towards its identified fair share
housing need. Without some assurance that housing units created will be credited to the
City in the next Housing Element update cycle, the City could be penalized by its
participation in a regional program. Therefore, the City can support the spreading of
economic costs of affordable housing development only when HCD changes its policy
to create a practical incentive to such shifting of funds.



4. Review the recommendations from the Fort Ord Reuse Affordable Workforce
Housing Study by the Clark Group and aggressively pursue the sources of funding
in the recommendations. For example, a regional housing or community trust
Sund could provide a significant opportunity for such communities as Carmel,
Monterey and Pacific Grove to contribute meaningfully to finding a solution to
high priced housing on the Peninsula. Community trusts would provide a
mechanism whereby cities with land for development and those without would
have a way to cooperate on an ongoing basis to achieve goals that all agree are
in the interests of the entire Peninsula region.

Response: The recommendation has not been implemented, but will be
implemented in the future with a timeframe for implementation. The City agrees
to review the Clark Group study and consider the recommendations on sources of
funding.

Due to the City’s relatively high per capita income and lack of blighted conditions,
the City is not generally competitive in applying and receiving state and federal
housing funds. Because of this, the City does not usually receive any public
funding to implement housing programs. Instead, the City uses other methods and
sources of financing to provide housing programs and services in the community.
In addition to the City’s general fund and staff time, the City cooperates with non-
profit organizations such as the Alliance on Aging and the Carmel Foundation to
provide assisted housing and other services to the community. The City continues
to work successfully with these organizations, providing assistance such as a $1
yearly lease of property to the Carmel Foundation for the Norton Court
Apartments. The City also contributes funding to the Homeshare Program
operated by Alliance on Aging, and referrals to this program are made as part of
routine counter assistance at City Hall. Recently, the City also contributed
funding to the AIA Monterey Bay CONCEPTS competition—an event sponsored
to develop innovative design ideas for providing affordable housing within the
region and possibly bringing some of these ideas to fruition.

Due to developers’ ability to earn a high profit margin on projects built in Carmel-by-
the-Sea, City staff is also able to negotiate with private for-profit developers to provide
affordable units as a component of and/or in addition to the primary project the
developer is proposing. The City will offer incentives, such as reduced fees or parking
standards, and/or a density bonus in order to facilitate development of affordable units.

The following table summarizes affordable projects built by both private for-profit and
non-profit developers with the assistance of the City.
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SACITYHALL\DATA\SANDYF\Grand Jury Responses.doc



POLICE SERVICES IN MONTEREY COUNTY

RECOMMENDATIONS

1. The Grand Jury recommends the various police jurisdictions throughout
Monterey County adopt a similar statistical chart for review of public safety
services.

Response: The recommendation has not yet been implemented, but will be
implemented in the near future.

2. The Grand Jury recommends that the councils of the various incorporated cities
review the statistical data charts produced by their respective police departments
(see Recommendation 1) in assessing the city’s budget.

Response: The recommendation has not yet been implemented, but will be
implemented with the adoption of Fiscal Year 2004/05 budget (approx. July

2004).

3. The Grand Jury recommends to each city to organize a task force to establish an
affordable housing assistance program. This issue directly effects the recruitment
and retention of police officers in every police jurisdiction in the County of
Monterey.

Response: The recommendation will not be implemented because it is not reasonable to
the individual cities. In lieu of individual cities attempting to establish an
affordable housing program, this effort might be better achieved by
structuring a joint city task force; i.e. the Monterey Peninsula cities
collaborating to seek strategies on how to implement affordable housing
assistance programs for newly hired public safety personnel.

4. The 2003 Grand Jury recommends that this be the first of five annual reviews of
comparative police staffing levels for each of the cities in Monterey County.

Response: The recommendation has not been implemented, but will be implemented
with the adoption of Fiscal Year 2004/05 Budget (approx. July 2004).

it/ LERrand Qv 2008 responses Moo Police Seevices.doe
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The Honorable Terrance R. Duncan
Presiding Judge of the Superior Court
Monterey County

240 Church Street

Salinas, CA 93901

Dear Judge Duncan,

At their meeting on March 2, 2004, the City Council of the City of Sand City
gave consideration to their response(s) to the following sections of the 2003
Report by the Monterey County Grand Jury:

Tab 9
Tab 11

Affordable Housing on the Monterey Peninsula
Police Services in Monterey County

The response to the Housing section was prepared by our Community
Development Director, and the Police Services section was prepared by our
Chief of Police.

After reviewing these two sections and considering recommendations by the
City staff, the Sand City Council approved the attached responses to the
Findings and Recommendations of the above two sections of the Grand Jury
Report. The City Council concurred with the responses as prepared by the
two department heads.

As requested by the Grand Jury (and required by Sections 933 of the Penal
Code), the City of Sand City is hereby submitting the attached responses to
the 2003 Grand Jury Report.

,.lerﬁejely,

David K. Pendergrass [~
Mayor

cc:  Monterey Peninsula Cities
County of Monterey



Grand Jury 2003 Findings & Recommendations* Re: Housing Crisis

FINDINGS

| 5 The lack of affordable housing is among the most serious problems facing Monterey
County and the Monterey Peninsula in particular.

Sand City Response: We agree. Inrecognition of this fact, the City recently rezoned a major
portion of its industrial and commercial area to “Planned Mix Use” allowing much more
housing, and in particular rental housing. We are also embarking on providing water via a
small desalination facility, the size approved in 1995 for the City of Marina. The State of
California is strongly in support of our desalination project because the state recognizes that
without an adequate water supply, there will be no housing.

2. Political, economic, social and environmental considerations often interfere with the
achievement of reasonable, affordable housing goals.

Sand City Response: We agree. Sometimes neighborhood groups insist on having the same
type of housing (e.g. single-family, detached market rate housing) built within or adjacent
to their neighborhood.

3. Affordable housing/home ownership is critical to the economic and social health of
Monterey County.

Sand City Response: We agree. Ever tried to get your stopped-up toilet fixed by a computer
nerd? Plumbers, school teachers and other essential work force employees need a place to
live close to their client base.

4. The amount of revenue cities receive from residential and commercial real estate is a
critical consideration in their decision-making process in supporting increased levels
of affordable /work force housing. Without some formula for revenue-sharing, those
cities with land available for development (e.g., Seaside and Marina) may be forced to
choose market-rate housing and commercial development over increased levels of
affordable housing in order to insure that there is sufficient continuing income to
provide essential infrastructure and ongoing public services to both old and new
development.

Sand City Response: We assume this statement to be true; however, we are not privy to the
fiscal status of cities like Marina and Seaside. The City of Sand City is one of the few cities
in the state that currently contribute significant tax revenue to its neighboring city (Seaside)
as part of arevenue-sharing agreement between the two redevelopment agencies. Therefore,
we are “ahead of the curve” on this concept.

. Grand Jury Findings and Recommendations are in bold print.



Affordable housing thresholds in the range of 30% to 50% are achievable.

Sand City Response: We will let the debate (and studies) on this issue continue prior to

making a final judgement. What currently occurs under inclusionary housing is that
percentages of “affordable” housing within a development are subsidized by the market rate
housing, causing the market rate portion of the development to be at a higher price than
would otherwise be the case. One of the fears of increasing the percentage of below market
rate housing above the 15 to 20 percent range is that housing production will shift to areas
of the state where higher percentages do not exist, thereby allowing developers a better profit
margin - and producing significantly less housing in housing deficient areas such as the
Monterey Peninsula.

The trust fund mechanism described in the Clark Group Report could significantly
contribute to fostering cooperation between cities with different economic makeup, and
help make affordable housing available to those increasingly priced out of the market.

Sand City Response: There is not enough detail in the Clark Report regarding how the fund
would work in Monterey County to give a definitive answer to this finding. However,
provided the fund were equitable among all cities, and that cities would get “credit” for
contributing to the fund in accordance with state housing element law (the law would need
to be amended), Sand City would be amenable to considering participation.

RECOMMENDATIONS

1.

Each of the Monterey Peninsula cities and the County should continue their individual
efforts to meet or exceed the objectives set forth in their current housing element plans
to provide their “fair share” of the countywide need for additional affordable housing.

Sand City Response: Agreed. We have a state certified housing element, but we need an
adequate water supply. Therefore, we are in the process of planning and building a
municipally owned desalination plant to provide the water we need. Other than Sand City’s
water supply project, there are no regional plans to provide water that would allow for any
residential growth on the Monterey Peninsula where Cal-Am is the water purveyor.

Continue ways to increase affordable housing levels through increasing the percentage
of Inclusionary Housing requirement, by creating specialized developer incentives, and
by developing funding sources.

Sand City Response: The City of Sand City is entirely within a redevelopment project area,
which, under statc law, is required to have at least 15% of its housing developed at
affordable levels over time. We are currently working with a developer of a redevelopment
project to increase that level to 30%, with additional redevelopment agency contribution.




In recognition of the regional nature of the problem, a mechanism must be established
to spread the economic costs of developing additional affordable housing in those areas
where land for such development is available. If cities with growth opportunity are to
choose affordable housing over other options that would provide them with greater
revenue streams, they must be compensated by the shifting of funds from other areas.

Sand City Response: Provided the development of a housing trust fund contribution was
equitable, Sand City would consider participation. However, it would first, in our opinion,
require a change in State law that recognized housing credit within each jurisdiction’s
housing element. Also, for this type of mechanism to work effectively, the State of
California will first need to get its financial house in order and not continue to take money
away from cities in times of financial mismanagement.

Review the recommendations from the Fort Ord Reuse Affordable/Workforce Housing
Study by the Clark Group and aggressively pursue the sources of funding in the
recommendations.

Sand City Response: See response to item 3 above. This recommendation appears to be
another way of saying the same thing as recommendation 3. We have reviewed the
recommendations contained in the Clark report - more specifics are needed before we make
a judgement on participating into a regional housing trust fund; and, the state of California
will need to be cooperative in terms of revising state housing law and revising its current
policy of taking money away from cities in times of financial stress.

It is interesting to note that redevelopment funding of housing opportunity has been
recognized as the single-most effective means available to local government to provide
needed housing and assist the development community. Conversely, in times of state
financial trouble, the state always takes money away from redevelopment agencies, making
them less effective toward that goal.



January 22, 2004

To: Mayor Pendergrass and Members of the City Council
Kelly Morgan --- City Administrator

From: Michael Klein

Subject: Response to the 2003 Grand Jury Report

“Police Services in Monterey County”

The Monterey County Grand Jury prepared a report for the year of 2003. In that report a
section dealt with “Police Services in Monterey County”. This was in response to
complaints being received by the Grand Jury regarding insufficient police officer staffing,
specifically that some responses for emergencies were slow.

The Grand Jury’s report provides a comparative data chart, which gives population ratio
to police officers, as well as their respective base pay. The City of Soledad has the
highest ratio of population to officer with 1,684 residents to 1 police officer, and Sand
City has the lowest with 27 residents to 1 police officer. The Counties average is 657.75
residents to every police officer.

These statistics are however deceiving as it pertains to Sand City. Since this city is the
shopping and business center for the entire Monterey Peninsula, it draws a lot of people
to Sand City. Our policing responsibilities are no different for residents than they are for
those who may be conducting business in this community.

In 1994 a traffic count survey was conducted (see attached memorandum) by the city
with vehicle counters being placed at every entrance into the city. This survey was done
for a 7-day period, which gave us a weekly total of 148,530 vehicles entering Sand City.
This equates to a daily average of 21,219 vehicles. If we factor 1.5 people per vehicle
entering our jurisdiction, than our daily average service population is 31,828 visitors/
shoppers plus an additional 4,000 workers in Sand City (total 35,828+). This would
make the service population to officer ratio 3,583 to 1 during peak times. The Sand City
Police Department organizes its patrol schedule to provide overlapping shifts according
to our workload and service population.

We are able to maintain a safe environment for both our residential and our service
population. If we exceed our abilities to respond, we have a contractual agreement for
policing support from the City of Seaside and an excellent police mutual aid response
protocol.



City of Matina

211 HILLCREST AVENUE
MARINA, CA 93933
TELEPHONE (831) 884-1278
FAX (831) 384-9148

March 4, 2004

THE HONORABLE TERRANCE R. DUNCAN
PRESIDING JUDGE OF THE SUPERIOR
COURT OF MONTEREY COUNTY

240 CHURCH STREET, ROOM 318

SALINAS CA 93901

RE: 2003 Grand Jury’s Report Responses
Affordable Housing & Police Services

Dear Judge Duncan:

Thank you for forwarding the Monterey County Grand Jury Report to me addressing Affordable
Housing and Police Services.

Attached are the Marina City Council’s responses to each of the items to the Grand Jury’s
recommendations.

Sincerely,

ﬂ \
Ila Mettae-McCutchon ?:

Mayor



City of Matina

211 HILLCREST AVENUE
MARINA, CA 93933
TELEPHONE (831) 884-1278
FAX (831) 384-9148

CERTIFICATE OF THE CITY CLERK

I, JOY P. JUNSAY, CITY CLERK OF THE CITY OF MARINA, CALIFORNIA, do hereby
certify that the foregoing is a true and correct copy of RESOLUTION NO. 2004-39
ACCEPTING RESPONSES TO 2003 FINAL REPORT — MONTEREY COUNTY GRAND
JURY FOR THE CITY OF MARINA AND DIRECTING THAT THE RESPONSES BE
FORWARDED TO THE PRESIDING JUDGE OF THE SUPERIOR COURT TERRANCE
DUNCAN NO LATER THAN APRIL 1, 2004, approved by the City Council of the City of
Marina at a regular meeting duly held on March 3, 2004 and that the original appears on record in
the Office of the City Clerk.

WITNESS MY HAND AND THE SEAL OF THE CITY OF MARINA

Date: March 10, 2004




RESOLUTION NO. 2004- 39

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF MARINA
ACCEPTING RESPONSES TO 2003 FINAL REPORT - MONTEREY COUNTY
GRAND JURY FOR THE CITY OF MARINA AND DIRECTING THAT THE
RESPONSES BE FORWARDED TO THE PRESIDING JUDGE OF THE
SUPERIOR COURT TERRANCE DUNCAN NO LATER THAN APRIL 1, 2004

WHEREAS, the City received a copy of the 2003 Final Report — Monterey County Grand Jury,
and;

WHEREAS, the Final Report contained two items requiring attention by the City of Marina
consisting of review and written response. These items were “Affordable Housing on the Monterey
Peninsula” (“EXHIBIT A”) and “Police Services in Monterey County” (“EXHIBIT B”), and;

WHEREAS, Pursuant to California Penal Code Section 933(c), the City of Marina is required to
prepare written responses to these two findings and submit these written responses to the Presiding
Judge of the Superior Court Terrance Duncan no later than April 1, 2004.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the City Council of the City of Marina hereby:

1. Accepts responses to the 2003 Final Report — Monterey County Grand Jury for the City of
Marina (“EXHIBIT C” & EXHIBIT D”), and,

2. Direct that the responses be forwarded to the Presiding Judge of the Superior Court
Terrance Duncan no later than April 1, 2004.

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the City Council of the City of Marina at a regular meeting duly
held on March 3, 2004 by the following vote:

AYES, COUNCIL MEMBERS: Delgado, Gray, Morrison, Mayor Pro Tem McCall and Mayor
Mettee-McCutchon

NOES, COUNCIL MEMBERS: None

ABSENT, COUNCIL MEMBERS: None

ABSTAIN, COUNCIL MEMBERS: None /) W/——
Da-Mettee-McCutchon, Mayor
X /




Exhibit

AFFORDABLE HOUSING ON THE MONTEREY PENINSULA:
A Regional Problem Requires a Regional Solution

SUMMARY

Lack of affordable housing has become a crisis on the Monterey Peninsula. Although
individual cities are making efforts to increase the supply of affordable housing, local
politics often interfere with achieving the goal. The Grand Jury conducted an inquiry
into each of the Cities and the County’s housing elements/plans to understand the issues
and constraints in providing more affordable housing, and to evaluate the possibility of a
more comprehensive regional approach to the dilemma facing the Monterey Peninsula.

BACKGROUND

The California Legislature has determined that the state has an affordable housing crisis.
With housing prices soaring, even those in moderate-income brackets often cannot afford
to own a home. In Monterey County, the problem is even more serious. According to
the 2002 National Association of Home Builders survey, Monterey County has the least
affordable housing in the United States. Only 40% of residents own a home, and fewer
than 23% could afford to buy a median priced home at today’s prices. Not only is home
ownership beyond the sights of most families, 40% cannot even afford the median
monthly rent. The housing affordability gap is even more acute on the Monterey
Peninsula than the rest of the County. On the Monterey Peninsula, housing costs are
much higher due to such factors as lack of land, limited water supply, and the high
percentage of second and vacation homes.

Each city on the Monterey Peninsula has a plan to address its housing needs and, in
particular, to provide its fair share of affordable housing, as determined by the State with
the help of the Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments (AMBAG)." Despite the
honest efforts of most of the cities to meet their individual objectives, a wide range of
factors: political, economic, environmental and social—have hampered progress. For
example, Carmel, Pacific Grove, and Monterey have little or no land on which to build
and lack adequate water, while Seaside and Marina, long the most affordable of the
Peninsula cities, understandably want to maximize their tax base by encouraging higher
priced properties that generate more revenue. These cities are fearful that excessive

' [The Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments (AMBAG) in accordance with State requirements
establishes regional housing needs determination (RHND) for each jurisdiction in Monterey and Santa Cruz
Counties. The future housing needs/goals (RNHD “fair share™) are used by each jurisdiction (Cities and
County) in updating their 5 year housing element plans, Membership in AMBAG is voluntary and
AMBAG has no enforcement power to insure agreed upon “fair share” levels are met.]
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emphasis on affordable housing at the expense of market rate housing and commercial
development will lead to a property tax base that is insufficient to support the cost of

services a city must provide to the average household. For these reasons, all the cities’
programs combined have barely made a dent in the regional affordable housing deficit.

The most significant opportunity for the Peninsula to address its affordable housing needs
rests with the reuse plans for the former Fort Ord. The Fort Ord Reuse Authority
(FORA) commissioned the Clark Group to examine workforce/affordable housing issues.
The Clark Group Report, March 2003, concluded that many communities outside
Monterey County have increased the percentage of low and moderate-income
(affordable) housing to 30% or even 50% by establishing community trusts and other
forms of funding. The housing trust/community trust fund® is an important mechanism
available for administering a regional solution in providing affordable housing. These
trust funds are funded and supported by a vanety of public and private enterprises and
interests that transcend local political boundaries. For example, with the support of the
Housing Trust Fund of Santa Clara, the well planned efforts in the Los Arroyos housing
project in Gilroy, developed by South County Housing, resulted in 60% affordable to
very low to moderate-income households, 244 of the 373 housing units. One factor that
helped make this project feasible was the establishment of market rate valuations for
property tax purposes, i.e., property taxes based on assessment at full market value,
despite subsidy and resale restrictions to retain the affordable housing classification.

PROCEDURE
The Grand Jury conducted the following interviews:
1. Housing and Redevelopment Department;
2. Monterey County General Plan Update Analyst Group;
3. Planning Staff for City of Salinas and other Peninsula Cities;
4, Members of LandWatch;
5. Member of CHISPA;

6. Representative of Woodman Development Company; and a

7. Representative of Fort Ord Reuse Authority.

? Housing Trust Funds are distinct funds established by legislation, ordinances or resolution to receive
public reserves, which can only be used for housing. Community Land Trust funds are typically private,
non-profit corporations set up to acquire and hold land for the benefit of the community and provide access
to land and housing.
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The Grand Jury reviewed the following documents:

1.

2

g,

Inclusionary Housing Plans for Monterey County, City of Salinas, and City of
Monterey;

Mayor’s Ad Hoc Committee recommendations;

South County Housing “Los Arroyos” affordable housing approach;

21 Century Monterey County General Plan and revisions;

Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments (AMBAG) documents;
LandWatch Land Use and General Plan;

Fort Ord Authority Affordable/W orkforce Housing Study performed by The
Clark Group Report;

Salinas Inclusionary Housing Feasibility Study performed by Bay Area
Economics (BAE); and

Analyzed Housing Element for 12 of the major cities in the Monterey County.

The Grand Jury attended meetings and made field visits as follows:

L

Board of Supervisors meetings;

2. Monterey County General Plan Update Sessions;

3. FORA Board meetings;

4. Site visit Monterey County Inclusionary Housing; and made a

5. Site visit to the Los Arroyos Hou-sing development, Gilroy.

FINDINGS

1. The lack of affordable housing is among the most serious problems facing
Monterey County and the Monterey Peninsula in particular.

2. Political, economic, social and environmental considerations often interfere
with the achievement of reasonable affordable housing goais.

3. Affordable housing/home ownership is critical to the economic and social health

of Monterey County.



4. The amount of revenue cities receive from residential and commercial real estate

Is a critical consideration in their decision-making process in supporting increased
levels of affordable/workforce housing. Without some formula for revenue
sharing, those cities with land available for development (e.g., Seaside and
Marina) may be forced to choose market-rate housing and commercial
development over increased levels of affordable housing in order to insure that
there is sufficient continuing income to provide essential infrastructure and
ongoing public services to both old and new development.

Affordable housing thresholds in the range 30% to 50% are achievable.

The trust fund mechanism described in the Clark Group Report could
significantly contribute to fostering cooperation between cities with different
economic makeup, and help make affordable housing available to those
increasingly priced out of the market.

CONCLUSIONS

L

While the individual cities must continue their efforts to achieve affordable
housing goals, lasting and meaningful accomplishments are best achieved through
regional approaches. A regional approach, when endorsed and supported by
important political constituencies, is better able to transcend the more narrow
points of view inherent in local politics. The Fort Ord Reuse Authority (or other
regional board structure) is a jurisdictional structure that could administer this
regional approach.

Much of the population most affected by the housing affordability gap resides in
the County’s less affluent areas while constituting the workforce that services the
citizens and business throughout the County.

RECOMMENDATIONS

1.

Each of the Monterey Peninsula cities and the County should continue their
individual efforts to meet or exceed the objectives set forth in their current
housing element plans to provide their “fair share” of the countywide need for
additional affordable housing.

Continue ways to increase affordable housing levels through increasing the
percentage of Inclusionary Housing requirements, by creating specialized
developer incentives, and by developing funding sources.

In recognition of the regional nature of the problem, a mechanism must be
established to spread the economic costs of developing additional affordable
housing in those areas where land for such development is available. If cities
with growth opportunity are to choose affordable housing over other options that
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would provide them with greater revenue streams, they must be compensated by
the shifting of funds from other areas.

4. Review the recommendations from the Fort Ord Reuse Affordable/Workforce
Housing Study by The Clark Group and aggressively pursue the sources of
funding in the recommendations. For example, a regional housing or community
trust fund could provide a significant opportunity for such communities as
Carmel, Monterey and Pacific Grove to contribute meaningfully to finding a
solution to high priced housing on the Peninsula. Community trusts would
provide a mechanism whereby cities with land for development and those without
would have a way to cooperate on an ongoing basis to achieve goals that all agree
are in the interests of the entire Peninsula region.

RESPONSES REQUIRED

Monterey County Board of Supervisors
Findings 1 through 6
Recommendations 1 through 4
Date due: April 1, 2004
City of Carmel
Findings 1 through 6
Recommendations 1 through 4
Date due: Aprl 1, 2004
City of Del Rey Oaks
Findings 1 through 6
Recommendations 1 through 4
Date due: April 1, 2004
City of Marina
Findings 1 through 6
Recommendations 1 through 4

Date due: April 1, 2004
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City of Monterey

Findings 1 through 6
Recommendations 1 through 4
Date due: April; 1, 2004

City of Pacific Grove
Findings 1 through 6
Recommendations 1 through 4
Date due: April 1, 2004
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